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1.  Introduction 
Putting aside the question of authentice use of a language, there are instances 
where an utterance in a source language is more or less fully translated into another 
target language.  One of the instances is shown in (1) where equivalence of lexical 
forms and meaning are ensured between English and Japanese.1   
 
(1) a. He hit me.  
 b. Kare-wa watashi-o tataki-mashi-ta 
  he-TOP I-ACC hit-POL-PAST 
  ‘He hit me.’ 
 
The personal pronoun me in (1a) corresponds with the personal pronoun watashi in 
(1b).  What is precisely indicated by me and watashi is, in fact, any outer parts of 
the physical body owned by me/watashi, such as the face, the head, the back, etc.  
In this regard, both personal pronouns in (1a) and (1b) are metonymically 
interpretable.  The notion of metonymy is briefly explained in the next section.   
Unlike the successful word-for-word translation as given in (1), (2) shows an 
example where such translation is not achieved.   
 
(2) a. Can you hear me? 
 b. * Anata-wa watashi-o kiku-koto-ga deki-masu-ka? 
    you-TOP I-ACC hear-COMP-NOM can-POL-Q 
    ‘Can you hear me?’ 
 
The sentence in (2a) is an English text which is translated into Japanese as in (2b).  
The sentence in (2b), however, is unacceptable, because Japanese speakers consider 
that watashi, a personal pronoun of the first person, is not something you can hear; 
and it is the voice of watashi that is audible.  The sentence in (2a), on the other 
                                                  
* I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Keita Ikarashi, Tatsuhiro Okubo, and 
Ryohei Naya, who fulfilled their patient duties of TES reviewers.  Their insight and expertise 
were invaluable aid to the study of this paper.  All remaining errors and inadequacies are, of 
course, my own. 
1 The following abbreviations are used in the glosses of examples: ACC = accusative, COMP 
= complementizer, COP = copula, GEN = genitive, NEG = negative, NOM = nominative, PAST = 
past, POL = polite, PRES = present, Q = question, and TOP = topic. 
Tsukuba English Studies (2015) vol.34, 167-184
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hand, is acceptable and is an often-heard phrase, which suggests that the word me 
indicates its voice.  The difference in acceptability between the two languages 
implies that unlike watashi in (2b), me in (2a) is interpreted through a metonymy in 
which a person as the whole stands for his or her part.  In other words, it is only 
(2a) in English where me is used as a metonymy to refer to my voice.  (2b) in 
Japanese, however, does not allow of such metonymic use of personal pronoun. 
Metonymical expressions are prevalent across different languages, but their 
use is not necessary identical.  For instance, Kamei and Wakao (1992) show that 
there exists difference in acceptability of metonymic expressions among English, 
Chinese, and Japanese.  Acceptability of each sentence shown in (3), which is 
directly translated into Chinese and Japanese, is judged by native speakers of these 
languages.  The results show that (3a) and its Chinese translation are acceptable, 
but the Japanese translation of (3a) is not acceptable; in contrast, the Chinese 
translation of (3b) is unacceptable and the Chinese translation of (3c) is low in 
acceptability.   
 
(3) a. The sign said fishing was prohibited here.  
 b. He read Mao. 
 c. He’s got a Picasso in his room. 
 (Kamei and Wakao (1992:311)) 
Kamei and Wakao (1992) reveal the presence of diverged linguistic preference 
toward metonymic expressions.  They, however, leave the underlying reason 
untouched.   
My aim in this paper is to shed light on the difference between (1) and (2), 
namely the discrepancy in the use of metonymies of person in terms of personal 
pronouns in English and Japanese, and to explain the reason behind this.  In doing 
so, I will adopt the standpoint of the Theory of Lexical Concepts and Cognitive 
Models (LCCM Theory) put forward by Evans (2009), because his theory seems to 
be one of few frameworks that allow the exploration of the ways in which 
metonymies arise across languages.  In pursuance of the aim, in turn, I will need to 
extend the LCCM theory to highlight cross-linguistic difference regarding 
metonymies.   
The paper is structured as follows.  Section 2 sketches out the notion of 
metonymy to prepare a conceptual framework in which metonymies in English and 
Japanese are compared.  To meet this purpose, it shows the ways in which the 
LCCM theory explains the mechanism of metonymic understanding and that of 
literal language understanding.  Section 3 considers methodological issues relating 
to the use of corpus and other restrictions involved in the analysis of this paper.  
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Section 4 explores literal expressions and whole-for-part metonymical expressions 
of personal pronouns in English.  Section 5 examines their Japanese counterparts.  
Section 6 discusses the findings of the previous two sections to suggest the reason 
why some metonymic expressions of personal pronouns are shared by English and 
Japanese, but others are not.  Section 7 provides concluding remarks.  
 
2.  Toward a Framework for Comparing Metonymies in English and Japanese   
     This section, first, outlines traditional or common approaches to metonymy 
briefly.  It then introduces the LCCM theory, which would provide a useful 
perspective to the study of metonymy.   
 
2.1.  A Rough Sketch of Metonymy  
A starting point of today’s studies on metonymy in cognitive linguistics seem 
to find itself in the work of Lakoff and Johnson (1980), although their focus is 
placed on metaphor rather than metonymy.  They note that both metonymy and 
metaphor, which pervade in everyday language and thought, indicate that one entity 
is being used to refer to another.  Metonymy and metaphor differ, however, in 
process, as follows: “[m]etaphor is principally a way of conceiving of one think in 
terms of another […;] [m]etonymy, on the other hand, has primarily a referential 
function, that is, it allows us to use one entity to stand for another” (Lakoff and 
Johnson (1980:36), the italics are in the original).  The illustrative sentences 
provided by them are shown in (4), and are interpreted by using the metonymy THE 
PART FOR THE WHOLE.2  
 
(4)  THE PART FOR THE WHOLE  
 a. She’s just a pretty face.  
 b. There are an awful lot of faces there in the audience.  
 c. Get your butt over here! 
 d. We need some good heads on the project.  
 e. We don’t hire longhairs.   
(Lakoff and Johnson (1980:37-38)) 
 
Body parts, such as face in (4a), faces in (4b), butt in (4c), heads in (4d), and 
longhairs in (4e), stand for the owner(s) of the body parts, namely, the person or 
people.  In addition, metonymy has another function of highlighting a particular 
aspect of what is being referred to.  Considering (4d), for instance, Lakoff and 
                                                  
2 I have selected these sentences with words that stand for persons to reflect the attention of 
this paper.  Needless to say, there are abundant utterances other than body parts that allow of 
metonymic readings. 
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Johnson (1980:36) argue that “good heads” do not merely indicate “intelligent 
people,” but spotlight a particular characteristic of the people, i.e., intelligence, 
because of its association with the head.  In other words, metonymy serves the 
referential function as well as the function of providing effective means to focus a 
specific aspect of targeted entity.   Phrased differently, such a view on metonymy 
is summarized as two domain approach, in which something in a source domain is 
mapped onto something in a target domain.  Along this tradition, for instance, 
Radden and Kövecses (1999:21) define metonymy as “[a] cognitive process in 
which one conceptual entity, the vehicle, provides mental access to another 
conceptual entity, the target, within the same idealized cognitive model.”   
Other than the metonymic concept of THE PART FOR THE WHOLE, whose 
example sentences are presented in (4), there are other varying levels of metonymic 
concepts, such as PRODUCER FOR PRODUCTS (i.e., He bought a Ford.), PLACE 
FOR INSTITUTION (i.e., The White House isn’t saying anything.), or THE 
WHOLE FOR PART (i.e., Australia beat Canada at cricket).  A whole-for-part 
metonymy, which retains the attention of this paper, focuses a part by reference to its 
whole which is more salient or easy to grasp than its part, as shown in (5) below.   
 
(5)  THE WHOLE FOR PART 
 a. The windmill [the vanes] is turning. 
 b. My car [the engine] broke down. 
 c. A sharp knife [the blade] 
 d. A red pen [the ink, the surface] 
 e. Dirty trousers [some part]   
(Arapinis (2015:4)) 
 
It is perhaps that, as Arapinis (2015:5) points out, the greater salience of the whole 
explains the pervasiveness of whole-for-part metonymies and the fact that they often 
go unnoticed.  For instance, (5c) reveals that what is sharp is not a knife, but it is in 
fact the blade, or the part of the knife.  In a similar manner, the words in square 
brackets in (5a-e) are the unuttered targets which are identified by their 
corresponding uttered wholes.  
 
2.2  The LCCM Theory towards Metonymy  
There have existed the large numbers of literature which explores the 
theoretical accounts of figurative language, including metonymy.  What seemed to 
be a matter of concern until the publication of the work of Evans (2009), who 
proposes the LCCM theory, however, was the lack of application potential on the 
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part of studies on metonymy into the field of comparative studies across different 
languages.  The LCCM theory seems to provide tools to deal with them.  While 
there has been no unified definition of metonymy so far, the LCCM theory departs 
from the conventional views in which metonymy is considered as either reference 
point phenomenon, mental access to the target, or intra-domain mapping.  In what 
follows, I will first introduce the main assertion provided by the LCCM theory, and 
then, explain its approach to metonymies.   
The central claim of the LCCM theory is that the linguistic system, which is 
a repository of lexical concepts, is separated from the conceptual system, which is 
a repository of cognitive models, as illustrated in Figure 1.  A lexical concept is 
defined as “a bundle of various types of schematic knowledge conventionally 
associated with a unique phonological vehicle in a symbolic unit” (Evans 
(2009:349)).  A cognitive model is defined as “a coherent body of multimodal 
knowledge of any kind,” such as non-linguistic knowledge (Evans (2009:345)).  
The dashed line in the figure shows a path of access relating the lexical concept in 
the linguistic system and the cognitive model in the conceptual system.   
 
COGNITIVE MODEL SYMBOLIC UNIT
Lexical 
concept
Phonological 
form 
CONCEPTUAL SYSTEM LINGUISTIC SYSTEM
LEXICAL REPRESENTATION
Figure 1.  Lexical representation in LCCM theory (Evans (2009:45)) 
 
The lexical concept in the symbolic unit and the cognitive model in the conceptual 
system, encircled by a dashed ellipse in Figure 2, collectively comprise semantic 
representation.  Evans posits that during processes of language understanding, the 
interaction between representations in the linguistic system and conceptual system 
takes place.   
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COGNITIVE MODEL SYMBOLIC UNIT
Lexical 
concept
Phonological 
form 
CONCEPTUAL SYSTEM LINGUISTIC SYSTEM
LEXICAL REPRESENTATION
Figure 2.  Semantic representation in LCCM theory (Evans (2009:45)) 
 
Cognitive models have two sub-types:  primary cognitive models and 
secondary cognitive models.  Evans (2009:207-208) explains how these two types 
of cognitive models are distinguished.  
 
The primary cognitive model profile consists of all those cognitive models with which 
a lexical concept is directly associated: the association areas which make up its access 
site.  Hence, the primary cognitive model profile may constitute many discrete 
cognitive models – as an access site may be made up of many distinct association 
areas – dispersed across various regions within the conceptual system. […] In contrast, 
the secondary cognitive model profile consists of all those cognitive models – with 
which a lexical concept is not associated.  Hence, secondary cognitive models do not 
comprise part of the access site of a cognitive model.  Put another way, secondary 
cognitive models are those that are chained, with respect to the primary cognitive 
models.  Hence, they form part of the semantic potential to which a given lexical 
concept potentially affords access, although there is not an established association 
between the lexical concept and secondary cognitive models.   
 
As depicted in Figure 3, in the case of cognitive model profile for lexical 
concept associated with the form France, which is written as [FRANCE], for 
instance, its primary cognitive models are: GEOGRAPHICAL LANDMASS, 
NATION STATE, and HOLIDAY DESTINATION.  On the other hand, its 
secondary cognitive models, which are accessed via the primary cognitive model 
NATION STATE, are NATIONAL SPORTS, POLITICAL SYSTEM, CUISINE, 
CONSTITUTIONAL SYSEM, ELECTORATE, and HEAD OF STATE.  
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[FRANCE]
NATION STATE
POLITICAL 
SYSTEM
ELECTORATE
GEOGRAPHICAL　
LANDMASS
NATIONAL 
SPORTS
CONSTITUTIONAL 
SYSTEM
CUISINE
HEAD OF 
STATE
HOLIDAY　
DESTINATION
Primary
cognitive
model
profile 
Secondary
cognitive
model
profile
Figure 3.  Partial cognitive model profile for [FRANCE] (Evans (2009:78) with 
modification) 
 
In this model, literal meaning and metonymic meaning are distinguished 
from each other; literal meaning corresponds to primary cognitive models, 
metonymic meaning corresponds to secondary cognitive models.  Literal meaning 
is exemplified by (6a), whereas metonymic meaning by (6b).   
 
(6) a. France has a beautiful landscape. (Evans (2009:287)) 
 b.  France voted against the EU constitution in the 2005 referendum.  
(Evans (2009:76)) 
 
As these example sentences reveal, France in (6a) is interpreted literally and this 
interpretation is ensured by the primary cognitive model of GEOGRAPHICAL 
LANDMASS.  In contrast, (6b) is a metonymic utterance and is understood by 
activating the secondary cognitive model of ELECTORATE.  Figure 4 shows the 
ways in which the secondary cognitive model of ELECTORATE is chained to the 
lexical concept associated with the form France via its primary cognitive model 
NATION STATE and its secondary cognitive model POLITICAL SYSTEM.  In 
short, literal meaning is achieved by matching a given lexical concept with primary 
cognitive models, but metonymic meaning is invoked when this match is not 
achieved; metonymic meaning is invoked by secondary cognitive models.   
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[FRANCE]
NATION STATE
POLITICAL 
SYSTEM
ELECTORATE
GEOGRAPHICAL　
LANDMASS
NATIONAL 
SPORTS
CONSTITUTIONAL 
SYSTEM
CUISINE
HEAD OF 
STATE
HOLIDAY　
DESTINATION
Primary
cognitive
model
profile 
Secondary
cognitive
model
profile
Figure 4.  Access route established by the interpretation of [France] in the 
utterance “France voted against the EU constitution” (Evans (2009:80)) 
 
The LCCM theory, which is not originally intended to be used for 
cross-linguistic comparison, ensures diversity across languages.  The reason 
behind this is noted by Evans (2009:81) as follows: “[L]exical concepts are 
form-specific.  That is, they constitute the semantic pole of a symbolic unit – a 
conventional paring of form and meaning.  As such, lexical concepts are 
necessarily language specific.  Central to LCCM Theory is the position that each 
language, as well as having its own unique repository of vehicles (forms) will, 
necessarily, have its own language-specific inventory of lexical concepts.”  This 
account that each language has its own lexical concepts allows one language to be 
juxtaposed with another language. What follows takes this theoretical approach to 
metonymic meaning and literal meaning proposed by Evans.   
 
3.  Methods: Advantages and Limitations of the Use of Corpus Data  
The analysis of this paper partially relies on corpus data.  Corpus-based 
studies on metonymy and metaphor, whose number has greatly increased in recent 
decades, demonstrate the usefulness of corpora in their field with the advantage of 
retrieving the relevant data more exhaustively than a traditional introspective 
searching method.  Some of their findings have challenged previous observations, 
and others have pointed out issues not raised before.3  Researches, however, have 
faced practical difficulty in identifying and extracting the relevant data of 
metonymies and metaphors, for they are not usually directly linked to particular 
                                                  
3 For example, the well-known classical conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR is 
reanalyzed as ANTAGONISTIC COMMUNICATION IS PHYSICAL CONFLICT by Semino 
(2006) in her study of speech activity in British English.  
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linguistic forms.  In this regard, Stefanowitsch (2006:10) notes that “[i]n virtually 
all studies of metaphor, whether corpus-based or not, metaphors are identified and 
categorized based on more-or-less explicit commonsensical intuitions of the part of 
the researcher.”  This holds true when metaphor and metaphors are replaced with 
metonymy and metonymies.   
As I mentioned earlier, the attention of this paper is paid to whole-for-part 
metonymic meaning and literal meaning of a person represented by personal 
pronouns, and to the explanation of difference between English and Japanese in 
acceptability of metonymic expressions of personal pronouns.  With an aim to 
correspond to this attention, the following three-fold procedure was taken.  First, I 
conducted a search for collocations of personal pronouns in English in order to 
retrieve relevant metonymic expressions as well as literal expressions.  The British 
National Corpus (BNC), which collects 100 million words of written and spoken 
British English, was used for this purpose.  The search for collocations was hinted 
by Croft (1993:354), who points out that “metonymy occurs by virtue of the 
collocation of the predicate and the noun, that is, the semantic composition of the 
two. […] it is the semantics of the predicate that highlight the relevant aspect of the 
encyclopedic profile of the concept symbolized by the noun:  the metonymic 
interpretation arises only in the combination of noun and predicate.”  I read 
through two lists of retrieved and lemmatized 100 or so verbs from the top, which 
can create predicate-personal pronoun combinations.  One of the lists was in order 
of frequency and the other list was in order of mutual information score.  The 
corresponding authentic data to each of the verbs were also read; and identified by 
my commonsensical intuitions as generating literal meaning or metonymic meaning.  
Section 4 presents such English data obtained from the corpus.  
Second, the English metonymic expressions and literal expressions are 
translated into Japanese by me for the purpose of comparison.  Such translation 
was needed, because of the difficulty in using corpora on the part of Japanese, in 
particular, in the search of personal pronouns.  As is often said, an equivalent of I 
in English can be either watashi, watakushi, jibun, boku, etc. in Japanese.  Or more 
precisely, there is no fixed Japanese equivalent of English I that represents an agent 
who communicates with its hearer, as Hirose (1997) argues.  More often than not, 
however, an equivalent of I comes to disappear when translated into Japanese, which 
disables the corpus search for personal pronouns in metonymic meaning.  Section 5 
presents such Japanese data translated from the English counterparts.   
Third, what is generalized for metonymic meaning of personal pronouns in 
English is compared to what is generalized for that in Japanese to find the reason 
why there are metonymic meanings which can arise in one language but cannot arise 
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in another language, as shown in (2).   
There are some caveats regarding data.  They have roots in practical process 
of searching the corpus, the BNC.  The site at Brigham Young University provides 
easy access to the BNC of 1980s to 1993 at http://corpus.byu.edu/bnc/.  To obtain 
frequent verbs which co-occur with personal pronouns in the position of object, 
“me|you|him|them|her” was typed as the search string.  To find collocates of any 
verb within 1 word to the left and 0 word to the right of a personal pronoun, me, you, 
him, them or her, “[v*]” was typed in a search window for collocates.  Although I 
realized that her is both a pronoun and a determiner, and also that them is a referent 
of both animate and not-animate entities, I decided to treat the determiner her and 
not-animate them as noises.   
One of the disadvantages in relying on the corpus in the way described above 
precisely lies in the fact that linguistic forms other than the predicate-pronoun 
combinations cannot be analyzed.  I am aware that personal pronouns in a subject 
position can also signify metonymic meanings, as in (7).  The words in the square 
brackets in (7) are the unuttered targets.  Although the utterances in (7) contain 
personal pronouns which are whole-for-part metonymies standing for faces, such 
utterances are out of the scope of the analysis of this paper.  This paper only deals 
with those grammatical structures in which predicates are followed by direct objects 
that are personal pronouns.  
 
(7) a. I [my face] flushed red. 
b. … he [his face] turned red with rage at the news of M.’s arrest. 
c. He [his face] turned pale and felt dizzy.  The saucer drooped in his 
hand. 
  (BNC, the words in square brackets are mine) 
 
There are other restrictions due in part to methodological reasons.  Because 
the obtained metonymic meanings in English are later compared with Japanese 
counterparts, English sentences whose grammatical structures fail to be translated 
into equivalent grammatical structures of Japanese are excluded.  Namely, the 
equivalent of “to call A (= person)” is “A ni denwa-o-suru” or “A ni denwa-suru,” 
i.e., the verb-object construction is used in English on the one hand, while, the 
verbal noun is used in Japanese, on the other.  The same applies for “to marry B (= 
person),” which is translated into “B to kekkon-suru.”  These utterances are not 
dealt with here, because the fact that a language has conventionalized linguistic 
forms prohibits both languages of English and Japanese from juxtaposing in a 
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parallel manner.4  
 
4. Literal Meaning and Whole-for-Part Metonymic Meaning of Person in 
English  
Following the methods described in the previous section, I obtained the 
utterances in (8), which contain object personal pronouns placed directly after 
predicate verbs.  The words in the square brackets in (8) are unuttered meaning 
inserted by me.  Some of the terms that I use in the square brackets may be in need 
of clarification.  The term body refers to the whole physical structure of a human, 
i.e., an observable and tangible shape.  The term soul refers to minds, feelings, and 
inner characters of a human.   
 
(8) a. Are you trying to annoy me [my soul], young man? 
 b. She didn’t want to hurt him [his soul].  She didn’t want to disappoint 
his hopes … 
 c. I never saw him [his body] again. 
 d. Fritz jumped down from his horse and lifted me [my body] in his arms. 
 e. One strong stab to the heart killed him [his body and soul]. 
 f. I love her [her soul, and maybe including her body] and she loves me 
[my soul, and maybe including my body].   
 g. Her friend tried to grab her [her arm/hand/shoulder] as the woman 
began to topple. 
 h. Erika watched her [her face] across the table feeling baffled.  
 i. She would beat me [some part of my body], push me [some part of my 
body] as I was going downstairs.   
 j.  A spider won’t hurt you [some part of your body], said Miss Potts 
coldly and unfeelingly. 
 k.  He hadn’t heard me [my voice] clearly over Liza’s howls. 
 l. Ender couldn’t hear him [his voice], but he could read his lips … 
 m. I went to hear her [her voice/singing] in Dusseldorf.  She was singing 
on stage … 
 n. Mother, I love him!  I said that in court.  You heard me [my voice/ 
saying].   
 o. You could smell him [his odor/aroma] too … a whiff of new soap and 
… 
(BNC, the italics and the words in square brackets are mine) 
                                                  
4 The expression of love A (= person) in (8f) and its translation A-o aisuru in (9f), which is a 
light-verb construction is an exception and included in the analysis of this paper.  This is justified 
because aisuru takes an accusative.  
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The utterances in (8) reveal that the lexical forms associated with personal pronouns 
carry varying meanings.  Personal pronouns in (8a-f) are interpreted as indicating 
body, soul or both of them.  Personal pronouns in (8g-j) signify specific body parts, 
although it is sometimes unknown which of the body parts are targeted, as in (8g, i 
and j).  Personal pronouns in (8k-o) indicate voice or smell, something which is not 
touchable and is physically separable from a person, but is associated with a person.  
     Based on the meanings of personal pronouns found in (8), Figure 5 is attained.  
Figure 5 is a partial cognitive model profile for the lexical concepts associated with 
a person in view of the forms of personal pronouns.  It models after the cognitive 
model profile for [FRANCE] in Figure 3, drawn by Evans (2009:78).  The diagram 
in Figure 5 is partial because it does not contain cognitive models other than the 
ones proved by the utterances in (8); and the utterances in (8) are carefully selected 
to match Japanese counterparts whose grammatical structures are parallel to those of 
English.  Nevertheless, Figure 5 is sufficient to provide accounts for the making of 
cognitive model profile for [PERSON] in English.   
[PERSON]
SOUL BODY
BODY 
PARTS
VOICE
FACE
SMELL
Primary 
cognitive 
model
profile
Secondary 
cognitive 
model 
profile
 
Figure 5.  Partial cognitive model profile for [PERSON] in terms of personal 
pronouns in English 
 
Because BODY and SOUL are indispensable and discrete cognitive models that 
comprise the lexical concept of [PERSON] invoked by personal pronouns, BODY 
and SOUL are considered as primary cognitive models.  BODY PARTS, FACE, 
VOICE, and SMELL are considered as secondary cognitive model profiles, as they 
are chained to the primary cognitive model profile of BODY.  Lexical items, such 
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as body parts and the face, which are associated with cognitive models BODY 
PARTS and FACE, respectively, are physically inseparable from a human body, 
which is associated with the cognitive model BODY.  In the diagram of Figure 5, 
BODY PARTS and FACE are located directly above [BODY] which is linked to 
[PERSON].  In contrast, VOICE and SMELL are located directly above BODY 
PARTS, but are detached from BODY in order to reflect the fact that the associated 
lexical items of the cognitive models VOICE and SMELL, such as the voice and the 
odor respectively, are physically separable features form a human body.   
     In the view of the LCCM theory to metonymic meaning and literal meaning, 
as mentioned in Section 2, metonymic meaning arises when cognitive models are 
activated in the secondary cognitive model profile. In contrast, literal meaning arises 
when cognitive models are activated in the primary cognitive model profiles.  In 
the light of this approach, the personal pronouns in the utterances in (8) are 
classified into those which are literally interpreted (8a-f), and those which are 
metonymically interpreted (8g-o).   
 
5. Literal Meaning and Whole-for-Part Metonymic Meaning of Person in 
Japanese  
Considering the meanings of personal pronouns in Japanese, phrasal 
expressions in English utterances in (8) are directly translated into Japanese, as in 
(9).  There are, however, expressions which cannot be accepted, as in (9k-o).   
 
(9) a. watashi-o kurushimeru   (cf. (8a)) 
  I-ACC annoy.PRES 
  ‘annoy me [my soul]’  
 b. kare-o kizutsukeru  (cf. (8b)) 
  he-ACC hurt.PRES 
  ‘hurt him [his soul]’ 
 c.   kare-o mina-katta   (cf. (8c)) 
  he-ACC see.NEG-PAST 
  ‘did not see him [his body]’ 
 d. watashi-o mochiageta   (cf. (8d)) 
  I-ACC lift.PAST 
  ‘lifted me [my body]’ 
 e. kare-o koroshita  (cf. (8e)) 
  he-ACC kill.PAST 
  ‘killed him [his body and soul]’ 
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 f. kanojo-o aisuru  (cf. (8f)) 
  she-ACC love.PRES 
  ‘love her [her soul, and maybe including her body]’  
 g. kanojo-o tsukamu   (cf. (8g)) 
  she-ACC grab.PRES 
  ‘grab her [her arm/hand/shoulder]’ 
 h. kanojo-o mita   (cf. (8h)) 
  she-ACC watch.PAST 
  ‘watched her [her face]’ 
 i. watashi-o osu  (cf. (8i)) 
  I-ACC push.PRES  
  ‘push me [some part of my body]’ 
 j.  anata-o kizutsukeru   (cf. (8j)) 
  you-ACC hurt.PRES 
  ‘hurt you [some part of your body]’ 
 k. * watashi-o kiku   (cf. 8k)) 
   I-ACC hear.PRES 
   ‘hear me [my voice]’  
 l. * kare-o kiita   (cf. (8l)) 
   he-ACC hear.PAST  
   ‘heard him [his voice]’ 
 m. * kanojo-o kiku   (cf. (8m)) 
   she-ACC hear.PRES 
  ‘hear her [her voice/singing]’ 
 n. * watashi-o kiita  (cf. (8n)) 
   I-ACC hear.PAST 
   ‘hear me [my voice/saying]  
 o. * kare-o kagu5  (cf. (8o)) 
   he-ACC smell.PRES 
  ‘smell him [his odor/aroma]’ 
 
                                                  
5 The Aozora Bunko, which collects approximately 6,300 out-of-copyright literary works in 
Japanese was accessed via http://www.let.osaka-u.ac.jp/~tanomura/kwic/aozora/.  There was only 
one expression of “kare-o kagu” found in the Aozora Bunko.  It was in Hana wa Tsuyoshi, 
authored by Kanoko Okamoto.  Although the expression of “kare-o kagu” is metonymically 
interpreted as smelling his odor, Okamoto seems to use this to create rhetorical effects.  The 
combinations of other personal pronouns followed by “o kagu” were not found at all in the Aozora 
Bunko.  It seems to me, a native speaker of Japanese, the expression “A (= person) o kagu” is a 
rare expression, and when it is expressed, it appears to indicate a physical action which can be more 
or less translated as sniffing A.   
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Reflecting the meanings of personal pronouns in (9), Figure 6 is drawn.  In 
parallel to English cognitive model profile for [PERSON], SOUL and BODY are 
considered as endowing primary cognitive profile.  Those which are in secondary 
cognitive model profile are FACE and BODY PARTS.  VOICE and SMELL, which 
are included in the secondary cognitive model profile of [PERSON] in English, 
however, are excluded, as utterances in (9k-o) are found to be unacceptable.  
 
[PERSON]
SOUL BODY
BODY 
PARTS
FACE
Primary 
cognitive 
model 
profile 
Secondary 
cognitive 
model 
profile
 
 
Figure 6.  Partial cognitive model profile for [PERSON] in terms of personal 
pronouns in Japanese 
 
The distinction between literal meaning and metonymic meaning is signaled 
by the distinction between the primary cognitive model profile and the secondary 
cognitive model profile evoked by personal pronouns.  Namely, personal pronouns 
implying either BODY or SOUL in (9a-f) are literally interpreted.  Personal 
pronouns in (9g-j) are metonymically interpreted, as the FACE and other BODY 
PARTS, which are in secondary cognitive model profiles, are associated.   
 
6.  Discussion  
What is suggested by Section 4 and Section 5 are the difference between 
English and Japanese, regarding cognitive model profile for [PERSON].  Although 
the two languages are the same in that the primary cognitive models of [PERSON] 
consist of BODY and SOUL, they differ in the contents of secondary model profile.  
Let us compare Figure 5 and Figure 6.  In Figure 5, the English cognitive model 
profile for [PERSON], the secondary cognitive models are composed of FACE, 
BODY PARTS, VOICE, and SMELL, while in Figure 6, the Japanese cognitive 
model profile for [PERSON], the cognitive models of VOICE and SMELL are not 
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found.  Phrased differently, the distinction between the two languages lies in the 
fact that [PERSON] in English is inclusive of those cognitive models which are 
physically separable from the body of a human, namely, voices, singing, saying, and 
aroma.  [PERSON] in Japanese, however, does not extend to include these outputs.  
From the perspective of whole-for-part metonymic meaning of a person, metonymic 
expressions in English are available when the cognitive models in the secondary 
cognitive model profile depicted in Figure 5 are associated.  Sources which can 
generate metonymic expressions of personal pronouns in Japanese are scarcer than 
those in English.  In Japanese, those physically separable outputs from a human 
cannot be the targets of whole-for-part metonymic personal pronouns.  In short, 
metonymic expressions of personal pronouns related to VOICE and SMELL are 
available in English, but not in Japanese, as shown in (10a, c, e, g, and i), repeated 
from (9k-o).  To improve acceptability of these Japanese examples, lexical items 
encoding the cognitive models of VOICE and SMELLE need to be verbalized as 
shown in (10b, d, f, h and j).   
 
(10) a. * watashi-o kiku   (= (9k)) 
   I-ACC hear.PRES 
   ‘hear me [my voice]’  
 b.  watashi-no koe-o kiku  
   I-GEN voice-ACC hear.PRES 
   ‘hear my voice’ 
 c. * kare-o kiita (= (9l)) 
   he-ACC hear.PAST 
   ‘heard him [his voice]’ 
 d.  kare-no koe-o kiita 
   he-GEN voice-ACC hear.PAST 
   ‘hear his voice’ 
 e. * kanojo-o kiku   (= (9m)) 
   she-ACC hear.PRES 
  ‘hear her [her voice/singing]’ 
 f. kanojo-no uta-o kiku 
  she-GEN song.ACC hear.PRES 
  ‘hear her song’ 
 g. * watashi-o kiita  (= (9n)) 
   I-ACC hear.PAST 
   ‘hear me [my voice/saying]’ 
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 h.  watashi-no itteiru-koto-o kiita 
   I-GEN saying-COMP-ACC hear.PAST 
   ‘hear my saying’ 
 i. * kare-o kagu (= (9o)) 
   he-ACC smell.PRES  
   ‘smell him [his odor/aroma]’ 
 j.  kare-no nioi-o kagu 
   he-GEN odor/aroma-ACC smell.PRES 
   ‘smell his odor/aroma’ 
 
     With regard to the LCCM theory, the analysis of this paper shows that the 
theory is instrumental in cross-linguistic studies in that the theory can highlight 
shared features of linguistic behaviors by English and Japanese as well as the 
difference between them.  At the same time, the analysis contributes to the refining 
of the theory in that it suggests that the contents of secondary cognitive model 
profile indeed differ between English and Japanese.  In the case of [PERSON] 
accessed by personal pronouns, it is the secondary cognitive models of separable 
features of human body such as VOICE and SMELL which distinguish English 
metonymies of personal pronouns from Japanese metonymies of personal pronouns.   
 
7.  Concluding Remarks  
This paper examined the reason why some of the metonymic meanings of 
personal pronouns in English fail to find their counterparts in Japanese, as in (2).  
This research question was addressed by referring to the accounts provided by the 
LCCM theory.   
As mentioned in Section 3, while there remained several limitations of the 
analysis in this paper including the fact that it considered only a certain type of 
whole-for-part metonymic conception in the form of predicate-person construction, 
the analysis reveals that the ways in which person is construed in English and in 
Japanese differ from each other in some points.  Using the accounts provided by 
the LCCM theory, the cognitive model profile of [PERSON] in English contains 
more secondary cognitive models than the cognitive model profile of [PERSON] in 
Japanese does.  Because metonymic meaning is achieved through the process in 
which secondary cognitive models are invoked, some of metonymic expressions of 
person in English cannot have the equivalent metonymic expressions in parallel 
linguistic forms in Japanese.   
     Although I have not dealt with personal nouns because of the difficulty in 
retrieving them from the corpus, the findings as to the metonymic meanings of 
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personal pronouns may be applicable to personal nouns.  This, however, needs 
further research.  
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